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voluntary obedience or an indiscriminate faith. We 
boast of our victories over the prejudices and igno- 
rances of the past, over political oppression and so- 
cial abuses ; but against their progress in tlie temporal 
and secular interests of life must be set off a strange 
reaction in the higher regions of thought and belief, 
which servos in too many instances to render superstition 
more dense and intolerance more keen. It is not slto- 
gether safe, then, to rely on the progress of knowledge 
and cultivation to dissipate this gloom. It is not true 
that those phantoms will disperse on the first glimmering 
of the dawn. On the contrary, seen through the twi- 
light of imperfect day, they assume an aspect at once 
more substantial and more menacing. Man is like the 
traveller who toils up the crags and through the mists 
of the Brocken, only to behold the visionary giant, 
which is the shadow of his own form, looming above 
his path and forbidding his advance.'' — No. 215, July, 
1857. 

While, however, we admit that there is much 
truth in tlie dangers to be dreaded from this 
retrograde tendency of a certain portion of the 
human mind, thus vividly described by the 
eloquent reviewer, quite enough to rouse our best 
energies to counteract its influence and expose 
its character, we confess we cannot bring our- 
selves to believe that such tendencies are either 
general or on the increase. In our view, the 
facts which he pourtrays denote rather the 
struggle of a desperate party to keep up the 
appearance of progress towards its system, by 
rousing into temporary activity the most exag- 
gerated forms of credulity and fanaticism, than 
any real preference of the educated classes (which 
must ever in the long run be the most influential i 
classes) for what is irrational or absurd. And i 
if we were asked what are our prognostications ' 
for the future — whether we anticipate the triumph j 
of true enlightenment and real reform throughout ' 
the world, or apprehend that it will go back I 
into the practices and belief of mediaeval super- | 
stition, prostrating the civil and religious liberties I 
of mankind before the altar of priestly aggran- j 
diseraent, we confess we should rather be pro- ' 
phets of good than of evil, and are strong in the ! 
faith in the ultimate, though, perhaps, tardy, | 
triumph of reason and truth, and the downfall \ 
of superstition and false religion. 

Meantime, we have each an allotted duty to 
perform towards the world and each other, and 
we would earnestly exhort every one to strive 
with all his might to stem and counteract the ' 
evil tendencies of tlie ago in which he lives. 
We have selected our own task, and shall, if 
God continues to us life and health, continue to 
struggle in what we are deeply convinced is the 
cause of truth and virtue. The year that has 
past has afforded ample proof that our labours 
are more largely appreciated than ever they i 
were before. Wo commence the present year | 
with the enlarged circulation of 13,000 copies, I 
and if our friends generally would but exert i 
themselves, sis some of them have nobly and ' 
most disinterestedly done, we see no reason why 
we might not expect that before the close of the 
present year it might be 20,000 — a circulation 
worthy of the cause of the great truths we ad- 
vocate, and the national advancement for which 
we labour with unceasing ardour. We say not 
this fronj any ])ersonal or mercenary motive. 
The terms on which the Catuolic Layman is 
circulated preclude the possibility of pecuniary 
gains from its increased circulation ; but we do 
confess, that so long as we arc able to do good 
by its publication, we are deeply anxious that 
that good should be as largely and widely dif- 
fused as is possible. 

May the year that we have entered on be one 
of advancement in everything good, and of re- 
form of real abuses, whether civil or ecclesiastical ; 
and may the God of Truth bless every elFort to 
promote the cause of Christian truth throughout 
the world ; and our own beloved country not 
be behind in the race of true advancement and 
spiritual progress and enlightenmeat. 
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VERON'S RULE OF CATHOLIC FAITH. 

TO THE EDITOR OF TUE CATHOLIC LAIMAN. 

Sir, — Your correspondent, Mr. Power, seems to be very 
angry with you for misrepresenting the doctrine of the 
Koman Church on the subject of Invocation of Saints. 
Whatever her doctrine may be, it is very hard to arrive at 
a knowledge of what her teachbiy is. I have been forced 
to make this remark from reading Vebon's " Rule of Ca- 
tholic Faiih" translated from the Latin by theRcv. J. Water- 
worth, (a priest of the Roman Church of some repute), Bir- 
mingham edition, 1«33. In the preface of this edition we 
read, " The authority of the following treatise of Vcron Is 
well-known and universally acknowledged." The Council 
of Trent, at the 25lh Session, declared " that it is good and 
profitable suppliantly to invoke them (the saints), and to 
fly to their prayers, help, and aid, in order to obtain favours 
from God ; that it is an impious opinion which denids that 
the saints who enjoy eternal happiness in heaven are to be 
invoked ; or that it is foolish to pray either mentally or 
VOCALLY to those who are reigning in heaven." And yet 
Veron adds, p. 81, " that it is not of faith that the saints 
in heaven hear the prayers of the living, because," he adds, 
" neither I'ins's creed nor the Council of Trent declares 
this, nor proposes it, at least expressly, to our belief. Even 
granting, " he says, " that this induction follows as a ne- 
cessary consequence from the doctrine of the Council," it 
is not of faith, for the reasons above stated, and one is not 
a heretic for rejecting the belief; and, "moreover, although 
it be revealed in the word of (iod, at least the unwritten 
word" [does this not seem very like an admission that it is 
not sanctioned in the written word], '' that the saints are 
to bo invoked, and it follows, therefore, that they hear us ; 
still, the close connection of these two points does not make 
this consequence, however just and necessary, a revealed 
doctrine, or an article of faith." This is an important ad- 
mission, but a great ditHculty is involved in it. What is 
the use of invoking saints, if they cannot hear us ? To 
meet this, Veron dogmatically asserts, " It is, however, 
true that saints really and de facto hear our prayers, 
which are revealed to them probably by the Almighty,.or 
made known to tlicin in some of the various ways explained 
by St. Austin, &c." — p. 82. Now, as this theory is not re- 
velled in tlie Word of God, " written or unwritten, nor 
declared nor proposed in Pius's creed, nor the Council of 
Trent, at least expressly, to our belief," it is no article of 
Catholic faith, and is, therefore, equally not required to bo 
believed. Therefore, according to this great authority, 
any Roman Catholic may believe, without being un- 
orthodox, that his prayers to tainls in heaven are neither 
heard by them nor are tliey revealed to them. Will your 
correspondent subscribe to this ? 

Again, Veron brouiily asserts, p. 83, " It is not of faith 
that the saints are our mediators, and not rather that this 
character belongs to Christ only, because neither our creed 
nor the Council of Trent asserts this.'' So Mr.Power and 
all other Roman Catholics may deny that saints reigning 
with Christ arc our mediators. 

Again, Carilinal Uollurniiiio (an authority repeatedly 
appealed to by Veron) distinctly states that in the act of 
canonization of saints the Church is infallible. — l)e Sanct. 
Bealit. Lib. I., c. i), Tom. ii., p. 2yj. Cologne, 101"). 
Whereas, Veron says, p. 8.j, " that neither the Pope, nor 
even a general council, is guided infallibly in the canoniza- 
tion of a saint ;'' and he gives as proof, " that all CathvUcs 
[In italics] (and he includes Bellarmine in this by name) 
are agreed that the Pope, even in a general council, may 
err on mere matters of fact." He goes still further, and 
asserts that " the canonization of saints is no article of 
faith ; in other words, it is no article of our fa'th that the 
saints whom we invoke — for instance, St. Lawrence, St. 
Vincent, St. Gervase, &c., St. Blase, St. Chrysosiom, 
Ambrose, Dominic, &c are realttf saints, and in the num- 
ber tf the blessed." The only exception made is St. 
Stephen; but not the Blessed Virgin Mary. "Besides," 
he continues, " it is not even an article of our faith that 
such men were even in cxisienco, and, therefore, much less 
are we bound to believe that they really lived saintly 
lives, or were afterwards canonized !" — p. 81. '' No bulls 
of their canoniz ition, though they generally emanate from 
the Pope, as they merely contain a question of fact, declar- 
ing that such u one is a saint, are anywise of Catholic belief. " 
— p. 85. So that a Roman Catholic may still be orthodox 
and refuse to beliovo that any one of the saints in the Romish 
calendar, including the Virgin Mary (St. Stephen ex- 
cepted), are really saints, and he may "doubt the judg- 
ment of his Church on their sanctity" with impunity. 

Ecrraris, a very great authority, in his Ecclesiastical 
Encyclopa;di!i, Tom. vii. Erancof'., 1781, further informs 
us that no one shouhl be venerated as a s.nint without the 
licence of the Pope (§ i.) ; and no person is strictly and 
properly a saint, and worthy of veneration, unless duly 
canonized by the Pope,* and his name enrolled in the re- 
gister of saints, and declared that he may be worshipped by 
all (§ ii): Alexander III., in IIGO, decreed that none 

Tlic first a'iteniu act of canonfzution of a safnt by a Pope (Pope 
John XV.) w:is at the Utter end of the tenth ceaiury (ad. 09^1. 
He issued the first bull. Ttie two previous examples soiueiimes re- 
ferred to, under Leo 11!. and Adrian 1., are "grounded on auppuai- 
tloos pieces."— Du Pin. £ccl. Hist., Cent, x., cap. vi., p. 193, vol. ii. 
EOlt. DulrliD, 1724. 



should thenceforward be acknowledged as saints bat whom 
the Pope declared to be such. Cut what is the use of all 
these precautions, when a Roman Catholic need not be- 
lieve anything about it, on the ground that the Church 
may have been deceived in the canonization of the indivi- 
dual? 

Dr. Delaliogue, in his treatise on the Mystery of the 
Most Holy Trinity, in the appendix on the Worship of 
Saints, declares the '■ worship of saints to he a religious 
worship, althongh the Tridentine Fathers did not use the 
word." (Appendix do Cuitu Sanctorum, p. 218, Tract dc 
Mysterio, S.S. Trinitatis. John Coyne, Dublin, 1822.) 
Whereas, Veron says " that it is not an article of our 
faith that this veneration is to be called a religious venera- 
tion, nor, in fact, is this true of any specific epithet which 
may be used to designate it." — p. 90. So that invocation 
and veneration of saints may, in fact, be repudiated in all 
religious offices. 

With regard to relics, he say.s, "It is not an article of 
our faith that relics are to be adored ; no, not even the 
relics of Christ, much less, consequently, those of the Blessed 
Virgin or of the saints." — p. 93. 

And so I might go on with almost every other article of 
the Romish creed, the object of the writer being to show 
"that it is clear that Protestants neither do, nor possibly can 
differ from us (Romanists) on this point"' — namely, the re- 
spect and honour they pay to saints — p. 97. How far Mr. 
Power subscribes to this negative Romanism it is impossi- 
ble to say ; but it is evidently very difficult to define what 
Roman Catholics do believe, and what is the positive doc- 
trine those " to whom the office of teaching has been en- 
trusted" do instruct the faithful. 

Protestantism has been declared a negative system, bnt 
Veron shows us by his book that Romatiism is essentially 
so. 

I am, sir, your obedient servant, 

C. II. Collette. 

P.S. — Your readers will, no doubt, be surprised that this 
s^rae Veron pretends that the body of Christ in the tran- 
substantiated elements may bo said, by a Roman Catholic, 
to be present under the appearance ofbread and wine in a 
spiritual manner or spiritually (which he prints in italics), 
without iu any way being declared a heretic ! — p. 90. 



ON THE SUPREMACY OF THE POPE. 

TO THE EDITOR OI THE CATHOLIC LAVJIAX. 

Respected Sib, — The Catholic Layman of August 
15, Sept., Oct., Nov., and Dec , 1850, having just 
fallen into my hands, I see you have, undi r the head 
of " See of Peter," been labouring diligently through 
all the consecutive iinrabers to " show how little his- 
torical ground there is for holding that St. Peter was 
ever Bishop of Rome." (Oct. 17). Had joti even suc- 
ceeded in what you were there driving at, 'twas still 
lost labour ; for Catholics lay not such stress on this 
question as you would foin give them credit for ; but 
after all your elaborate research, and aflcctation of 
minute exactness, you have failed to turn up anything 
nev.' on this topic, or to put it in any other light than it 
was before viewed in — viz , that however well attested is 
the fact of his having been Bishop of Rome, the actual 
period or duration of his episcopacy is not so ; nor is it 
requisite that it should ; for the wholo diictrino of the 
Pope's supremacy is contained in these two iirlicles : — 
Fir^t, that (Christ, having declared there should be but 
'•one shepherd and one fold," actually made St. Peter 
his terrestrial shepherd; in order that, in the cveut of 
schism, or in the multitude of tccls. niiich, in every 
age, have distracted Christianity, the faithful should 
have no excuse for inis.sing the " one fold, ' i.r tlio Catho- 
lic Church. Secondly, that this office, according to 
Christ's institution, was, after Peter's decease, to pass to 
his successors, who were no other than the Bishops of 
Rome. The first i* grounded upon Scripture (John x. 
10; Luke xxii. 31, 33, &c.); but chiefly on the deci- 
sive words— "rule my sheep," said to Peter alone; 
itoiitamtXv, in the Greek, sig:iifying " to rule :'' and the 
second, on the pcipetual tradition of the Catholic Church 
(as the learned Bishop I'o.irson, of CliOi^ter, has fully 
proved in Ins "Succession of the Roman I'oiuilis," pages 
27,31). So, we kiioWjfrom Scripture (.John xx.) that 
the Apostles received the Holy Ghost, with power to for- 
give sins ; but from tradition only, that this iiowcr was to 
be continued. 

Thus, you see that the Popes supremacy is no w,iy 
involved in the question whether St. Peter was or was 
not Bishop of Rome. If Bellarmine thinks otherwise, ho 
nowhere says that it is an artic'e of faith. In fact, if 
St. Peter had expired immediately after the words "rule 
or feed my sheep" were addrcssi d to him by eur Lord, 
the jiopcs would not have lost thereliy an iota of their 
title to be his successors. 

However, it seems there is, after all, " a, little histori- 
cal gruuud" (Oct. 17) for holding this fact: while you 
have failed to allege not only a " little," but any his- 
torical grounds at ail against it ; except you call your 
own zealous wishes and conjectures suggested thereby, 
historical grounds; and yet you presume to "think wo 
have said enough to show any candid inquirer that the 
testimony of learned men. Catholic as well as Protestant, 
is opposed to the alleged historic fact." (Ibid.) "Tis true 
St. Jerome is made to "distinctly assert, both of SS. 
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Peter and Paul, that they wero not bishops of any one 
city, but of the whole globe" (Aug. 15). This, indeed, 
bad he said it, might have settled the thin^ ; but, ua- 
liickily, his words are, " they were not only bishops of one 
city, bat, &c.." distinctly implying that they were bishops 
of one city ; if you have quoted him right in your foot 
note, where the word solum or " only" appears, bat not 
the word " any." In the 4th century, St. Opiatus, wri- 
ting against the innovator Parmenian, says, " Yoa cannot 
deny, bat yoa know, that in the city of Rome tlio episcopal 
chair was first given to Peter, head of all the Apostles. 
Peter sat first, to whom Linos succeeded" (ib. 2). So, 
St. Augustine a little after, says, against the Sonatist 
bishop, Petilianus — " What harm has the Bonian See done 
you, in which Peter sat and in which Anastasius now 
sits?" (lib. 2, contra literas Fetilian. cap. 51). Again: 
" To Peter, Linns succeeded ; to Linus, Clement' (Kpist. 
S3, ad Generosam) ; or, to Linus, Cletus, as the Vatican 
copy has it. St. Jerome also, in the 4th age, ia his letter 
to Damasas, of Rome — " X speak to the fisherman's tue- 
cesstr. I am joined in communiO'i with your holiness — 
that is, with the chair ol Peter" (Epist. 57). And, about 
the same time, St. Chrysostora— " 'Twas just that Autiocb, 
having the benefit of being the first nominated a Cliristian 
city, should hare the chief of the Apostles for her pastor. 
Bat having enjoyed that happiness, wo would not mono- 
polize it to ourselves, but delivered him to imperial 
Borne'* (Tom. V. hom. 12). Lastly, in the 5ih century, 
SS. Leo, of Rome, and Prosper, speak lo the same 
effect — viz., " Rome is, ia being St. Peter's See, made head 
of the world, and has inure subjects now thaaever she had 
before, by all her victories" (Sermo L de SS. Petro et 
Paulo. Et Carmen do lo^^racisadvers. Semipelug.). Now, 
sir, in spite of your pious admonition to your reader, tu 
beware of those awkward words, " Chair of Peter," "See 
of Peter" (Oct. 17), and so forth, we will continue to 
regard the above evidence as aSurding a " little historical 
ground for holding that St. Pettr was Bishop of Rome" 
(Ibid) ; and the cardinal, if he wishes to make it a prijp 
in the papal throne, is still safe, till you point out some 
writer of those primitive ages who tells us, on the other band, 
that " we ought to know that, in Rome, the episcopal chair 
was never given to Peter, head of the Apostles ; Peter did 
not sit Urst, &c.," or to this effect ; for no evidence short 
of this will suffice to annul that of the fathers above cited ; 
who, living nearer ta this event, by 1500 years, than you 
do, are to be preferred before any modern conjecturer. 

You ask, " What real support can the Roman su- 
premacy derive from passages speaking of its bishops as 
successors of the Apostles? ' Answer : None at all, per- 
haps ; its whole support being derived from the words 
and institution of Christ recorded in Scripture, and above, 
in part, cited. Again : " We have shown, in our former 
articles, that Rome was not exclusively considered aa 
the apostolic see by the primitive Church; but that 
Jerusalem, Alexandria, and Antioch were also considered, 
at least down to tho 7th century, as of co-equal dignity 
and power with Rome" (Oct. 17). Ans. : The three last- 
named cities were, during the first 1000 years— that is, 
until the Greek schism — as truly apoatclic sees as Rome 
itself; but that they were ever considered equal in 
spiritual privilege and power with Rome is quite another 
thing; or else you must convince me that the canon 
law, acknowledging the spiritual supremacy of Rome, 
and confirmed by the great councils of the 4th and 5th 
centuries, and by the Emperor Justinian in the Gth, in 
these words, " We decree, according to the decisions of 
the four holy councils, that the most holy pope of old 
Bome take the place of all other bishops; and the most 
blessed archbishop of Constantinople, the new Rome, 
hold the second rank, &c.,"* was subsequent to the 7th 
century. But Rome's spiritual supremacy was, though 
confirmed by the acts of councils and of emperors, inde- 
pendent of them, and from the beginning ; for Ireuseus, 
IBishop of Lyons, writing against the heretics in the age 
immediately after the Apostles, declared, " That with 
the Roman Church, on account of its supreme authority, 
it is necessary that every Church, or the faithful on all 
gides, should coincide" (Lib. iii.); which means, accord- 
ing to Salmasius, the learned but bitter Calvanist, " that 
every Church in the world should agree with that of 
Bome in matters of faith and doctrine" (Lib. dePrimata 
Papae, p. 65). 

** It is plain that neither SS. Jeiome, Columbanns, 
nor Gregory the Great ever heard of the Papal su- 
premacy, or dreamed of the See of Rome being mistress 
of all other Churches" (Aug. 15). Ans. : It is quite 
possible that they never heard of the words " Papal 
supremacy." And if by the expression, "all other 
Churches," you mean those Christian sects which have 
been, from time to time, cut off from the Catholic Church 
in communion with the See of Rome, such as the Arians, 
Manajcheans, Donatists, Pelagians, Nestorians, Euty- 
cheans, Iconoclasts, &c., you are quite right ; but if you 
mean that they understood what we now call "the 
Papal supremacy" in any other way than it was ex- 
plained l^r Irenajus, as above cited — viz., a divine neces- 
sity binding all Christians, at their peril, to be in the 
communion of Home, that is (according to St. Cyprian), 
in the communion of the Catholic Church" (Epist. 52, 
ad Anton.) — you are decidedly mistaken ; for it is only 
in this sense that we say Bome is mistress of all other 
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Churches ; and that St. Jerome understood it so is mani- 
fest from his own words, where, after observing that 
" the Church is built on all the Apostles, and that they 
all received the keys of heaven, " he adds, "But for this 
reason one is chosen out of the twelve, that a head being 
constituted there might be no occasion ot schitm" (Lib. i., 
cont. Jovian.). But nothing can be more positive than 
his letter to Pope Damasns, above alluded to. " I speak,'' 
says he, " to the fisherman's successor, and to the 
disciple of the cross, recognising none but Christ to be 
chief. I am joined in communion with your holiness; 
that is, with the chair of Peter. Upon thiit rock I know 
that the Church is built. Whoever eats the pasch out of 
this house is profane. If any one be not in the ark he 
will perish in tho deluge. Whosoeeer gathers not with 
thee scatters ; that is, he that is not Christ's it Antichrist's." 
Whereby it appears that he believed 

First— That the Catholic Church is built on the person 
and the chair of St. Peter. 
Secondly — That the bishops of Rome are his successors. 
Thirdly— JTlat his successors are the centre of Catholic 
unity. And, 

Lastly — That all who are ohstinateh) separated from 
their see are in schism. 

Now, in these four articles is contained all that is 
essential to the doctrine of Roman supremacy. Before 
leaving St. Jerome, I cannot but notice his advice to a 
noble lady, as being further illustrative of this subject. 
" I warn you," says he, " to hold fast the faith of holy 
Innocent, the successor of Anastasius, and of the apostolic 
chair ; nor, however wise you think yourself, receive any 
new doctrine" (Tom. I, Epist. cxxx. ad Demetriam). St. 
Columbanus is as little your friend as is St. Jerome, 
until you have shown that he was not in communion with 
Rome ; but this, or I mistake, will task your ingenuity. 
Lastly, what St. Gregory thought of the supremacy of 
the Roman See appears from his epistles. Thus, writing 
to the emperor, he says, " It is evident to all who know 
the Gospel, that the care of the whole Church was, by our 
Lord's voice, committed to the Apostle St. Peter, prince of 
all the Apostles. . Por to him it is said (John xxi. 15, 
16, 17). To him it is said (Matt. xvi. 18, 19). Behold, 
the care of the whole Church and the primacy and 
supremacy is committed to him ; yet he is not called an 
universal Apostle" (Lib. v., Epist. 20, p. 743). Again, 
" As to what they say of the Church of Constantinople, 
who doubts that it is subject to the See Apostolic ? as 
both the emperor and the bishop of that city always con- 
fess" (Lib. ix., Epist. 12, p. 941). Finally, writing to the 
Syracusan bishop concerning the African primate, 
" Since he owns himself subject to the Apostolic See, 
when bishops are guilty, I know not what bishop is not 
subject to it," &c. (Ibid, Epist. 59, p. 976.) All which 
evidently shows, that if St. Gregory "nev?r heard of 
the Papal supremacy,'' he heard, at least, of " primatus," 
and that he understood and exercised it. 

" To conclude, therefore, from Cyprian having spoken 
of 'Peter's chair;' that the Church of Carthage considered 
that any peculiar connection existed between Peter and 
the Church of Rome, which did not apply to the other 
Churches equally founded by the Apostle, such as Antioch 
and Alexandria, would be to overlook the fij;urative 
sense in which this expression is commonly used, &c." 
(Oct. 17). Ans : This is the first time I heard of the 
Church of Alexandria being equally with that of Bome 
foimded by Me ./4po»</e ; by whom, I suppose, is meant 
Peter — some say it was founded by St. Mark ; but since 
learned men, as well as "doctors,"' differ, we'll let it pass. 
B ut, be the Church of A lexandria founded by whomsoever 
you please, I say that "the peculiar connection" between 
Peter and the Church lu Rome (being that between the 
supreme heads of the Catholic Church and his proper 
See) applied as much to any other Catholic See as it 
did to that of Alexandria. You talk as confidently about 
what the Church of Carthage thought of Rome 1600 
years ago as if you had just retm-ned, by railroad, iVom 
consulting it. Indeed if it thought, as its bishop St. 
Cyprian did (a thing not impossible), these same 
thoughts will be found to be of that awkward kind which 
had better be hushed up. For, first, that Church be- 
lieved that — as '• there is one God, and one Christ, so is 
there but one Church, and one chair by the mouth of 
Chri8t,/ou/u2e(/ on Peter." (St. Cyprian, epist. 40, pleb. 
snse). Secondly, that therefore St. Peter was the head 
of the Church under Christ, and the principle of Chris- 
tian unity. (" Our Saviour first gave power of remitting 
sins to Peter, upon whom He had built His Church, and 
in whom He instituted and showed the origin of its 
unity.") (epist. 73). Thirdly, that the bishops of Rome 
are his successors. (Cornelius was chosen " when the 
place of Fabian, that is, of Peter, was vacant.) (epist. 
62). Fourthly, that his successors are the principle of 
Christian unity, or that they hold "the chair of Peter, 
and the principal See, Vhich is the origin of ecclesiastical 
unity," and "the root and matrice of the Catholic 
Church." (epist. 55 and 45 to Cornelius). Fifthly, 
that to be in communion with the See of Rome is to be 
in the communion of the Church of Christ, (epist. 62 
to Anton.); and therefore, to be separated from this 
See is to be in schism. This, as it was evidently St. 
Cyprian's doctrine, so it was also the rule of hit conduct ; 
for in that ardent dispute between him and Pope Ste- 
phen, he durst not leave the communion oftht latter, " H« 



deserved to be a martyr,'' says St. Augustin, " in that 
communion, from whence, though of a different opiinioD, 
he would not be separated (lib. ii., de Bap. cap. 6). 
To the Church's authority he would doubtless have sur- 
rendered, if the truth of this question had been settled 
and declared by a general council'' (ibid. c. 4). But, 
" Crod did not reveal the validity of heretic baptism to thi* 
holy martyr, that his humility, in retaining the Church't 
communion, might be a standard both to the Christian* 
of bis time and to posterity" (ibid. cap. 18). 

Such, theu, was undoubtedly the doctrine of St. Cyprian. 
And my asaumption, that the same was also the doctrine 
of the Church of Carthage, is converted into a certainty 
by the very words of St. Cyprian himself, where he telli 
the Pope that be had procured a general writ from the 
African bishops, that " they should all own him and his 
communion ; that is, the unity of the Catholic Church" 
(ep. 45). Xnd Tertullian, who lived before St. Cyprian, 
when speaking of the Church of Bome, calls it " the 
happy Church, whence," gays he, "we have our authority 
at hand." Now, since Tertullian was an African, he 
must, by the word " we," mean either the whole (3atboIic 
Church, or at least the African part thereof. 

That a binding necessity to be in communion with the 
See of Komo was, from the beginning, acknowledged by 
the wbolo Church, there are still many testimonies on 
record. Thus, St. Optatns, Bishop of Milevis, in Africa, 
in the 4th age, says, in the passages above " Thiscbair (of 
Peter) is one, that all others might preserve unity, by the 
union they had with it ; so that whoever set up a chair 
.igainst it was a schismatic, and an offender. This chair 
is the first sign of the Church. Damosua now occupies it, 
through whom all the Churches in the world are united lo u» 
in the same communion." And, in his, 7th book, "St. 
Peter was preferred before all the Apostles for the pre- 
servation of unity, and alone received the keys of the 
Church, which were to be communicated to the rest of the 
Apostles." 

The same further appears from the alarm felt by all the 
Churches of Asia, at the mere throat of Pope 'Victor, in 
the 2nd century, to ox(;ommunicate them, for a trifliog 
nonconformity in discipline. 

Lastly, St. Ambrose, 1500 years ago, gave Christians 
this rule, Viz — " Wherever Ptter is, there is the Charcb ; 
there h uo death, but life eternal" (in Psal. xl. enarratio, 
page 379. Tom 1. edit. an. 1636). But we cannot have 
Peter always visible, thertfora we are to look fot him in 
his successor.'. 

I write this on the presumption th.it the Cathouc 
Lathah is still open to controversy ; if I am mistaken, I 
ask your pardon, and also for anyotiensivo words which, 
contrary to my wish, should be seen here; and 
I am, very respected sir. 

Your obedient servant, 

WrLLiAM Gebaobtx, M.D. 
[As our new correspondent concludes his letter by 
apologising for any ofiensive passages contained in it, 
we shall only remind him that if there be any occasion 
where courtesy specially requires that nothing offensive 
should be offered, it is surely to a man in his own house 
on the part of guests, invited on the understanding 
that they should treat their inviter with civility. Dr. 
Geraghty is much too acute not to perceive that there 
are expressions in his letter of an offensive character ; 
and we hope if he favours us with further communica- 
tions he will deal with us (as we feel we deserve), not 
as men trying to delude others by "an affectation ot 
minute accuracy," but as men who, whether in error or 
not, are honestly aiming at real accuracy ; not as those 
who are ready to suppress or " hush up" " awkward" 
truths, but as men really anxious themselves to contribute, 
and to elicit from others also, everything they can, cal- 
culated to throw light on the great controversy in which 
they are engaged. So far from having closed our pages to 
controversy, we continue, as we have ever done, to solicit 
educated Roman Catholics to discuss the whole contro- 
versy in our pages, provided only tliey will consent to 
conduct their arguments in that courteous and Christian 
spirit which alone can lead to the furtherance of truth 
or any other practically useful result. 

If our correspondent will take the trouble of con- 
tinuing his researches into our pages a little further than 
December, 1856, he will find that we have not over- 
looked the arguments from the passages in Holy Scrip- 
ture to which he refers; and we especially invite his 
attention to the articles contained in our January and 
February numbers for 1857."' We therc'= exposed the 
fallacy of supposing that the word iroi/iaivi, in John 
xxi. 16, imports rule, and we cited passages from St. 
Cyprian, .St. Angustine, and St. Chrysostom to show 
that their doctrine was, that all thej Apostles were 
shepherds, and not St. Peter alone. St. Augustine'' ex- 
pressly says, "Peter was a shepherd, Paul was also a 
shepl'.erd, the other Apostles were shepherds ;" and 
" When it is said to Peter it is said to all, ' Feed my 
sheep.' "' We confess, however, it is new to ns to see 
John X. 16 brought to prove St. Peter's pastoral power. 
Jesus there says, indeed, there shall be "one fold and 
one shepherd ;" but, unless we are determined to shut 

<> Cathouc Lathak, voL vi., pp. 6 and 17. 

' IbW, vol. Tl., p. IS. 

< August, tmct, 17, ad Johsn. Oper. torn. 3, pt, 2, f, 601, Ben. Ed 

• Id, P« sgose Cbrittluio, too. S, ;. 2(0. 
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our eyes to the context. He leaves us in no doubt as to who 
that shepherd is. " / am the good shepherd" (says our 
blessed Lord) "The good sliepherd giveth his life for 
the sheep." And to make it still more emphatic, He re- 
pots, " I am the good shepherd ; and I know mine, and 
mine know Me. And other sheep / have that are not of 
tills fold ; them also I must bring, and they shall hear 
My voice, and there shall be one fold and one shepherd" 
(Douay Bible, John x. 11-16). To assert, therefore, 
that our Lord meant that St. Peter was to be the " one 
shepherd" does seem startling, as almost directly contra- 
dicting the very words of Christ Himself. 

Our correspondent says the whole doctrine of the 
Pope's supremacy is contained in those two articles : 
First, " Christ having dcclaved that there should bo ' but 
one shepherd and one fold,' actually made St. Peter His 
lerresirio/ s/«p/icrd ' (a phrase nowhere to be found, we 
believe, either in Holy Scripture or the Fathers) ; 
and secondly, That this office, according to Christ's insti- 
tution, was, after Peter's decease, to pass to his succes- 
»ors, who were no other than the bishops of Rome. 

If the first proposition fails, the second becomes im- 
possible. Where there is no peculiar office created, there 
can be no successors in it. We have iu former articles 
shown at large that it is a mere fanciful assertion to say 
that to exhort Peter to/ced the flock was appointing him 
to an " office," or anything else than merely stimulating 
him to the performance of duties, to which he, with the 
rest of the Apostles, had already been appointed ; and 
that such was clearly the view of the most eminent 
fathers of the Church whom we there referred to. AVo 
respectfully solicit our correspondent's attention to the 
article in our February 1857 number (pp. 17, 18), and 
shall gladly insert anything he may write to show that 
we have tallen into error, or been guilty of misrepre- 
sentation as to any of the authorities there referred 
to. 

We cannot agree with our correspondent that the in- 
quiry whether St. Peter was ever }3ishop of Itome is to 
him an unimportant one, unless, indeed, it were clear that 
by divine institution St. Peter held a th'u-d character, distinct 
from both the Episcopate and Apostleship, capable of being 
transferred to his successors, which we respectfully chal- 
lenge our correspondent to prove. To us, indeed, it is not 
at all necessary to deny that St. Peter was Bishop of Rome, 
as we have shown in one of the articles referred to by Dr. 
Geraghty (Oct., 185G, vol. v., p. 112;; but to the advocate 
of Papal power it appears to be indispensable to prove that 
St. Peter was in the strictest sense of the term Bishop of 
Rome ; for if St. Peter was not Bishop of Rome, we 
know not how the bishops of Rome could be his suc- 
cessors, as it is not pretended that he had any snccessors 
in his Apostleship ; aud yet, according to Dr. Geraghtys 
own second proposition, it was "by Christ's institution 
to pass to Ilia successor!, who Aveie no other than Me 
bishops of Borne" and, of course, therefore, of necessity 
as bishops of Rome. 

Our correspondent, however, while representing the 
inquiry as an unimportant one, and leaving, we think, 
wholly unanswered the arguments and authorities con- 
tained in the article in question, which he somewhat 
contemptuously disposes of as being merely "zealous 
wishes aud conjectures," proceeds to cite a number of 
passages from the fathers, nearly all of which have 
already been fully dealt with in our pages, and which, 
therefore, we cannot undertake to go into at Urge again in 
our present observations. 

We shall try, however, as far as our limited space will 
admit, to pat our readers in the way of judging of the real 
value of the testimonies cited, some of which, until fully 
examined, we admit afford some colour for our corres- 
pondent's use of them. 

The passage from Trenaus has already been so often dis- 
cussed in our pages that we need only refer to what we 
have before said in vol. ii., p. luO, and vol. iv., p. 33, 
where we have given the exact words of the old Latin 
translation (the Greek words being unfortunately lost;, 
and where our readers will also 6nd what we believe to be 
the correct interpretation of it. As to the alleged com- 
ment of Salraasius, we pass it by, as we do not in any way 
recognise his authority on such a question.' 

The passage from TertuUian iS also given by us in full 
in our second volume, page 100, and vol. iv., page 33, 
and it will be there seen bears a very different con- 
struction from that put on it by Dr. Geraghty. That 
TertuUian did not recognise any divine right in the 
Bishop of Rome as successor of St. Peter is plain also from 
another passage, in which he thus addresses the Roman 
Bishop. Zephyrinus — "But now from your own argu- 
ment I ask, from whence you usurp this right of the 
Church '! If from our Lord's saying to Peter, ' Up. n 
this rock I will build my Church ; to thee I have given 
the keys of the kingdom of heaven ; or, whatsoever thou 
shalt bind or loose on earth shall be bound or loosed in 
heaven ;' dost thou, therefore, presume this power of 
loosing and binding to have descended to thee? — that is, 
to the whole Church which is related to Peter. Who 
are thou, thus overturning and changing the manifest 



' Salmasiua is anything but an authority among Proteatsnts. Tll6 
characlor given of him la Rees'a Cyclupttdia, vol. xxxi,, la, ttlat he wai 
■ leaTned, ijut iiia«unM«,' rttUlK ft I«(ePt«cle ei «nidiU«B,tllAB W itUe 



intention of our Lord, who conferred this on Peter 
personally f"' 

That we have neither necessity nor disposition to 
" hush up'' the writings of St. Cijprian will, jierhaps, 
be admitted on reading the article in our present number 
on the Church of Africa, which was in type before we 
received I>r. Geraghty's letter. For the present, to 
bring what we have to say within readable limits, we 
must omit going further into the writinjis of this father, 
but before we have done with St. Cyprian's writings, 
we undertake not to omit any of the passages referred 
to by Dr. Geraghty. 

Next in importance, perhaps, is the well known quota- 
tion from St. Jerome's epistle to Pope Dara.nsus, which 
doubtless shows that St. Jerome entertained great re- 
spect for Damasus, as a successor of St. Peter, as well as 
a laudable anxiety to preserve the unity of the Catholic 
Church, of which Rome was then, undoubtedly, from its 
position and character, one of the chief supports. To 
form, however, a j ust opinion, either of the truesentiments 
of St. Jerome or of his weight as an impartial witness in 
the controversy, we must not only look to his personal 
history and character, but consider other passages in 
his imdoubted writings, which prove clearly that he 
neither considered the Church as founded on St. Peter 
alone, nor believed the bishop of Rome to be the only 
successor of that Apostle. But as this is a subject which 
would obviously require more space than it would here 
be possible to bestow upon it, we shall reserve what we 
have to say for a distinct article in our next number. 

Our correspondent's next quotations, in point oldate, are 
from the work of Opiatvs against the Donatists, at the latter 
end of the 4th century, and the passage cited from his 
second book (if not corrupted) shows, no donbt, that he 
thought Linus succeeded St. Peter in the See of Rome, 
and that St. Peter had himself exercised the episcopal 
office there.'' In this, however, Optatus is contradicted by 
still more ancient testimony, viz., among others, the 
Apostolical Constitutions, which, though not now recog- 
nised as actually written by the Apostles, are by all parties 
considered to be not later than the 3cd century ; and also 
by St. Irenaeus, Bishop of Lyons, already referred to, who 
wrote at the end of the 2nd century, both of whom speak of 
Linus as the first Bishop, as does also the most eminent 
ecclesiastical historian Eusebius. Valesius (a very learned 
Roman Catholic), iu his Commentary on Eusebius, says 
the Apostles had a rank peculiar to themselves, nor were 
they ever ranked among the Bishops of the Churches.' 
The passage cited from St. Augustine says nothing whatever 
of the capacity in which St. Peter " sal" in the Church of 
Rome, and so far from referring exclusively to the Church 
of Rome as the centre of Catholic unity, he joins it ex- 
pressly with the Church of Jerusalem, as will appear by 
giving the passage more fully: — "But," says he, "if ail 
throughout the world were such as you vainly accuse them 
of being, what has the Church of Rome done to you, in 
which Peter sat and now sits, or the Church of Jerusalem, 
in which James sat and iu which John now sits, with whom 
we are connected in Catholic unity, and.from whom you 
arc separated by your wicked madness."' 

What wasaloue inipoitant to St. Augustine's argument 
evidently was, that the Churches of Home, Jerusalem, &c., 
were founded by the Apostles, and were traceable up to 
their time in uninterrupted succe.ssion ; but it had nothing 
to say to the question now at issue— namely, whether St. 
Peter had any .such authority over the other Apostles as 
could give his successors a similar authority over their suc- 
cessors. That St. Augustine did m.t hold any such su- 
premacy appears clear from many other passages in his 
writings, several of which we collected in one of the 
articles referred to (December 185G, p. 13G). The very 
passage cited by Dr. G., in Hhich St. Augustine speaks 
of St. Cyprian differing with Pope Stephen,'' seems to show 
in itself that he deemed the supreme auihoiity to reside, not 
in the Bishop of Rome as St. Peter's successor, but in a 
General Council, to which he rightly says "St. Cyprian 
would have surrendered his opinion," though he stoutly 
maintained it in spite of Pope Stephen's anathemas and 
threats of excommunicatioa. WillDr. Gerayhty tell us 
frankly iu his next communication whether he considers 
the supreme authority in matters of faith to be the Pope or 
a General Council ? We only impeached the supremacy 
of the Pope, and Dr. G. appears to deal with St. Augustine's 
reference to a General Council as a testimony against us. 
We confess we think that St. Augustine's testimony, in that 
passage at least, makes against, noifor, Dr. Geraghty's argu- 
ment. 

If our correspondent will carefully read the articles in 
question he will see that wo never denied that bt. Peter 
may have been at Rome, and exercised for a time cccle.'i- 
astical authority there, and, therefore, in a certain sense, 
acted as Uislmp of Rcjuic, just as St. Paul also diti, by virtue 
of his apostolical otiiee, and just as Peter himsclidid also at 

S -'Do tua uuuc auutentiii Musru. uiidu lioc jiu trccivsiu: usurpea '.' 

lUcirco prKsumia ci ad m dcrivassu siulvt^nUi ut 

allifrandi potestatem, Id est ad omuem eccteaiam Petri propinquain ; 
qualja ea evcttt-Qa atque coismutiiiis raanifestdm 13oinini inteiitioaem 
pefsonaliUr lioc Petro confureiitem." — Turtull. de Pud., § xxi., xxii., 
p. 74S. lliKalt. Kd., Palis, 1G3I. 

*> Tlie otl\cr pi!Magii cituU from Optatua is Irom the 7tb book, 
wliith is undouttedly «puriou«. To omit otiwr ground?, it is enough 
to say that upiutus liiioKir tells u^ bia work waa in ti books odI;. 

t Valeniua ^/n i:.uwbiu8 iii., cc. 14 and 21. Notes, pp. iS and ifi.^ 
Amstelod., 169S. 

i August., Uper. torn, ix., p. 294, e. li., n. 118. 
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Aniioch and elsewhere. All we said was, that neither St. 
Peter nor St. Paul were ever, in that accurate and heal 
sense, Bishops of Rome, which aloneconldsupporttbe claims 
of the Bishops of that Church to be considered exclnsivcly 
as St. Peter's successors. We also there showed that it was 
plain that in whatever sense St. Peter was Bishop of 
Rome, St. Paul was al-io Bishop of Rome, and that neither 
of them was Bishop of Rome in any such sense as would 
prevent another bishop also being eon<emporaneows/^ Bishop 
of Rume, as it was plain from ecclesiastical history that 
there were several such bishops (at least two — viz., 
Linus and Clemens) during the lifetime of St. Peter 
himself who was, therefore, no more Bishop of Rome 
at his death than he was Bishop (f Antioch at 
that period. As to what Dr, Geraghty says, that 
the popes would not have lost an iota of their title to 
be St. Peter's successors if St. Peter had expired imme- 
diately after the v.'oids " rule or fted my sheep" were ad- 
dressed to him by our Lord at Jerusalem, we confess 
we are unable to understand what our learned corres- 
pondent means ; for what Rome could have had to^say 
to St. Peter in such a case we are utterly tit a loss to 
imagine. The question is not what they would or would 
not have lost, but how the Bishops of Rome conld have 
ever jra/nef/ such title, if St. Peter had expired before he 
ever set foot in Rome, or had any connection with it what- 
soever, which is the case supposed by Dr. Geraghty. Per- 
haps Dr. G. will be kind enough to explain himself a little 
more fully on this point, if he should do us the favour to 
write to us again. 

As to the quotations from Leo I. and Gregory I., both 
Bishops of Rome t'lcmselvcs, we must beg leave to demur 
to allowing them to bo witnesses in their own favour: ad- 
missions against their own interest arc, of course, another 
matter. We look upon Popes Leo and Gregory I. as 
among the most able and determined aggressors on the 
freedom of the Church to be found before the era of Pope 
Hilucbrand, in whose time the Papacy attained its climax 
of power; and we gave a specimen of Pope Gregory's 
attempts to encroach upon the liberties of the Church o.'' 
Aquileia, in an article entitled " the Church of Italy,'' in our 
number for October last (vol. vi., p. 112), to which we 
would respectfully also call the attention of our correspon- 
dent. 

Upon the alleged confirmation of Rome's spiritual su- 
premacy by General Councils and the Emperor Jus- 
tinian, we shall have something to say hereafter, but for 
the present shall only observe, that if the Bishops of 
Rome had such pre-eminence hydtvitie right and Christ's 
own institution, it is somewhat strange that they should 
need humaa confirmation, or think they could derive 
any corroboration from the decrees of Councils or a 
Roman Emperor. 

The passage in St. Chrysostom referred to as taken 
from vol. v., horn. 12, we have searched for in vain both 
in the Savil and the Benedictine editions. Will Dr. G. 
in future be good enough to give us the page and edition 
he cites from. If he wishes to be of use to our Roman 
Catholic readers, or to influence Protestant ones, it is ob- 
viously essential that the verification of his authorities 
should be made as easy as possible. He must admit that 
we set him a good example in that particular at least, if iu 
no other. 

The meaning of St. Ambrose when he says, " Wherever 
Peter is, there is the Church," is best explained, we think, 
by other passages in which he says, "Faith is the founda- 
tion of the Church. For it is not said of the body, but of 
iheyuiM of Peter, that the gates of hell shall not prevail 
over him.'" And again, " I will give thee the keys of 
the kiu^^dom of heaven, that you may bind and loose. 
What is said to Peter is said to the Apuitles.'"" 

We have only now to express our surprise that our 
correspondent should have alluded to the case of Pope 
Victor and his threatened excommunication of the 
Churches which would not conform to his regulations 
about keeping Easter. So far from yielding to his threats, 
they refused to change their customs, aud St. Irenaus 
(the self-same Irenieus whom Dr. Geraghty represenu as 
having laid it down as necessaiy that every other Charcb 
should coincide with that of Home, instead of taking part 
against the Asiatic Churches) wrote Victor a letter of ex- 
postulation, strongly remonstrating with him for breaking 
the peace of the Church in siK-h a matter." We are pre- 
vented by want of space from giving a more full account 
of this instructive incident, but shall, probably, return to 
it again at an early period, should oiu: space permit, in a 
futiu-e number. 



WHAT IS TRADITION? 

TO TUB EDiTOU OF TUE CATIIOUC LAVMAU. 

Mr. Euitob, — The next time we met for discussion 
the Reader says to Amly, " I'm going to bo at the second 
part of your rule to-night— we'll take a shot at tradi- 
tiiiH." " lire away,' says Andy, •' and du your best." 
"Before we begin," says the licader, "1 must remark 
that you often take an advantage of us by using the word 
" tradition" in two dilfereut senses. You sometimes use 
it to mean the doctrine handed down, and sometimes the 
way of handing down the doctrine. But you might jtist 

' Ambrose de iacarnatione Dom. e. 6. Op. torn. ii. p. 711, BdQ 
Ed. test. 

" Idem in Psalm 38, Op. torn. L. F- 853. Ben. £d. 

" See Dupm's £ccl. Uist., t»1 i., f, 10, PutiUa Si< i «b4 fiaNUBit 
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